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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

1. Claims 1-4,15-20 and 31-34 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over DeBruine (US Patent 7043644). 

2. As per claim 1 , DeBruine discloses a method for providing a Web browser 
running on a computer with HTTP access to a peer server located behind a firewall in a 
peer-to-peer network, comprising: 

(a) providing the peer-to-peer network with a proxy server (column 5 lines 35-53); 

(b) registering an outbound socket connection with the proxy server by the peer 
server (column 5 lines 43-45); 

(c) in response to the proxy server receiving an HTTP request to access the peer 
server from the Web browser, translating the HTTP request into a request packet and 
sending the request packet to the peer server (column 7 lines 36-43); and 

(d) in response to the peer server receiving the request packet, translating the 
request packet back into the HTTP request and responding to the request, thereby 
enabling generic web traffic to flow (column 7 lines 44-54). 
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DeBruine doesn't specifically disclose providing access for a web browser, 
however, this is a necessary implementation in the client node considering the transport 
of HTTP requests over TCP/IP. 

3. As per claim 2, DeBruine discloses the method of claim 1 wherein the peer 
server further includes a Web server, step (d) further including the steps of: 

(i) responding to request by passing the HTTP request to the Web server; 

(ii) receiving an HTTP response from Web server; 

(iii) translating HTTP response into a response packet; 

(iv) sending the response packet to peer server to the proxy server over the 
outbound socket connection; 

(v) receiving the response packet on the proxy server and translating a response 
packet back into the HTTP response; and 

(vi) sending the HTTP response from the peer server to the Web browser 
(column 7 lines 19-54). 

4. As per claim 3, DeBruine discloses the method of claim 2 wherein the peer-to- 
peer network includes multiple peer servers, and the proxy server is separate and apart 
from the peer servers (see Fig. 1A). 

5. As per claim 4, DeBruine discloses the method of claim 3 further including the 
step of: providing each of the peer servers with a peer node, a Web server, and a Web 
browser (column 6 lines 1-11, DeBruine doesn't specifically disclose a web browser, 
however as noted above, this is a necessary and common implementation). 
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6. As per claim 1 5, DeBruine discloses the method of claim 2 but does not disclose 
wherein step (d) further includes the step of: breaking the HTTP response into chunks 
and sending the chunks to the proxy server in successive peer response packets. 

The Examiner asserts that the method of breaking a response into chucks is a 
commonly implemented step in prior art. It would be obvious for one of ordinary skill in 
the art to modify DeBruine to include where the HTTP response is divided into chunks 
and sent in successive response packets. 

Motivation for one of ordinary skill in the art to modify DeBruine as discussed 
above would be to reduce latency time in the transmission of the packets or to prioritize 
the response of certain packet information as is commonly implemented and well known 
in the art. 

7. As per claim 16, DeBruine discloses the method of claim 15 but does not 
disclose wherein step (d) further includes the step of: providing the peer server with 
several threads for handling HTTP requests from the proxy server, and multiplexing 
responses to those requests over the same response socket back to the proxy server. 

The Examiner notes that it is commonly practiced, in the art for a server to 
maintain multiple threads for processing several simultaneous requests; and in view of 
DeBruine, wherein the peer server maintains a singular socket connection with the 
proxy server, it is necessary that the responses be multiplexed over this same response 
socket to the proxy server, as would be evident an obvious to one of ordinary skill in the 
art. 
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8. Claims 17-20 are rejected because they disclose similar subject matter to claims 
1-4 respectively. 

9. Claims 31 and 32 are rejected because they disclose similar subject matter to 
claims 15 and 16 respectively. 

10. Claims 33 and 34 are rejected because they disclose similar subject matter to 
claim 2. 

11. Claims 5-14 and 21-30 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over DeBruine (US Patent 7043644), and further in view of Perry (US 
PgPub 20030154306). 

12. As per claim 5, DeBruine discloses the method of claim 4 further including step 
of: providing the peer-to-peer network with a registration server (column 5 lines 56-67) 
but does not disclose a DNS server. 

Perry discloses a peer-to-peer network implementing a DNS server (paragraph 
[0053]). 

Perry is analogous art because it is directed to a method of proxying connections 
in a peer-to-peer network. 

It would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art to modify DeBruine 
to include wherein the peer-to-peer network implements a DNS server. 

Motivation to modify DeBruine as discussed above would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill and is such to provide a method of network addressing the plurality 
of clients in the network as is well known and commonly applied in the art. 
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13. As per claim 6, DeBruine discloses the method of claim 5 wherein step (b) further 
includes the step of: passing a name of the peer server from the peer server to the 
registration server, and receiving a name and IP address of the proxy server to which it 
is assigned (column 6 lines 1-57). 

14. As per claim 7, DeBruine discloses the method of claim 6 wherein step (b) further 
includes the step of: registering by the peer server, the name of the proxy server, and 
the IP address of the proxy server with the DNS server (column 6 lines 58-67; DeBruine 
doesn't specifically disclose the DNS server, however in view of the above rejection to 
claim 5 wherein a DNS server is employed for network addressing, this is a necessary 
implementation and is well-known and commonly performed in the art). 

15. As per claim 8, DeBruine discloses the method of claim 7, wherein step (b) 
further includes the step of: after the peer server registers with the proxy server, 
notifying a user of the computer via e-mail that content exists on the peer server for 
viewing, and including a URL of the peer server in the e-mail (column 4 line 22-column 
5 line 13; wherein it can be inferred that the server notifies the client through e-mail 
since the client registers an e-mail address with the server. Moreover, this is a very well 
known and commonly practiced implementation in the art). 

16. As per claim 9, DeBruine discloses the method of claim 8, but does not disclose 
wherein step (b) further includes the step of: in response to the user clicking on the URL 
e-mail, the computer contacts the DNS server to determine an identity of the proxy 
server in which to send the HTTP request. 
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The Examiner asserts, that in view of the rejection to claims 5 and 7 wherein a 
DNS server is used for network addressing and mapping, it would be a necessary 
implementation in DeBruine wherein the DNS server is contacted and the address of 
the proxy server is resolved. 

17. As per claim 10, DeBruine discloses a method of claim 3 further including the 
step of: providing the proxy server with a servlet thread, a registration manager, a peer 
manager, a peer MessageBox, and a peer packet manager thread (see figure 5 and 
column 6 lines 1-11). 

18. As per claim 1 1 , DeBruine discloses the method of claim 10 wherein step (c) 
further includes the step of: receiving the HTTP request as a URL by the servlet thread 
and using the registration manager to determine if the peer server identified in 
requesting URL is registered with the peer server, and if so, returning the corresponding 
peer socket (column 7 lines 36-43). 

19. As per claim 12, DeBruine discloses the method of claim 1 1 wherein step (c) 
further includes the step of: creating, by the servlet thread, a peer request packet, and 
passing the peer request packet to the peer manager (column 7 lines 36-49). 

20. As per claim 13, DeBruine discloses the method of claim 12, but does not 
disclose wherein step (c) further includes the step of: providing the peer request packet 
with a MessageBoxlD, an HTTP URL, HTTP headers, and an HTTP Post Data field. 

The Examiner asserts that the limitations listed are commonly used in the 
implementation of HTTP protocol. It is commonly practiced and would be obvious to 
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one of ordinary skill in the art to include the method of DeBruine with the selected fields 
transmitted in the HTTP packet request. 

21 . As per claim 14, DeBruine discloses the method of claim 13 wherein step (c) 
further includes the step of: finding by the peer manager, the socket connection to the 
peer server, and passing the peer request packet to the peer server (column 7 lines 35- 
43). 

22. Claims 21-30 are rejected because they disclose similar subject matter to claims 
5-14 respectively. 

Conclusion 

The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. Takeda (US PgPub 2004/0139227); Stephenson et al. (US 
PgPub 2002/0023143). 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Brandon S. Bludau whose telephone number is 571- 
272-3722. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday -Friday 8:00-5:30. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Gilberto Barron can be reached on 571-272-3799. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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